Introduction
On completing their study at the State Polytechnic of Semarang or Polines for short, all students are required to do a final project and to write a report on the project. This report, called a Final Project Report (FPR), must be presented and defended before a team of examiners during an FPR examination. In some departments within the school system, the FPR presentation must be delivered in English although the Question and Answer session after the presentation remains in Indonesian. Based on the observation and experience in teaching them, I may infer that not all students have been sufficiently prepared for presenting a final project report in this examination. It is interesting, therefore, to see how the students present their FPR in English during the FPR examination.This study aims at explaining the generic structure of FPR presentations, the cohesive devices used in the presentations, and the characteristic devices used to signal transitions of stages in the presentations.
Although presenting an FPR in English is compulsory in the Accounting and Business Administration departments and in some study programs in Electro Engineering department, this study is limited to those FPR presentations in the Accounting Study Program of the Accounting Department simplybecause this is where I Reference is a (grammatical) cohesive pattern in which the identity of an item in a text can be retrieved from within the text or from outside it. Four types of reference are identified: anaphoric, cataphoric, exophoric and homophoric (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004) . The term endophoric referent is used to include those referents the identity of which is recoverable from within the text itself. Anaphoric reference signifies a word or phrase referring to another word or phrase used earlier in a text (Platridge, 2000) . For example, The interpretation of the word here in Clause (27) goes forward to the other parts in the text (Clauses (28), (31) and (33)). Exophoric reference looks outside the text to the context of situation, just as the example below shows, The interpretation of the demonstrative pronoun this in Clause (10) goes outside the text to the situation available during the presentation. Homophoric reference refers to items the identity of which can be retrieved by reference to cultural knowledge in general rather than the specific context of the text. An example from Platridge (2000) on this was: "As soon as we arrived, the waiter asked if we wanted a smoking or a non-smoking table." in which the identity of the waiter is retrieved by reference to the shared cultural knowledge we have of restaurants and what we expect to find there.
Substitution is a cohesive pattern in which a substitute form such as 'one/ones', 'do/does' or 'so' is used to substitute for a noun, a verb, or a clause. Here are some examples from Platridge (2000) in which the substitutes one (in 41), done (in 43) and so (in 44) take the place of voice, gone to sleep, and going to rain respectively.
(41) A: I've lost my voice.
B: Get a new one (Halliday, 1994) (43) A: Have the children gone to sleep? B: They must have done (Halliday, 1994) (44) A: Is it going to rain? B: I don't think so (Nunan, 1993) .
Ellipsis is a cohesive pattern in which an element recoverable by referring to a preceding part in the text is omitted. Ellipsis can occur with a noun, a verb or a clause, as the following examples from Platridge (2000) show,
(5) A: Why didn't you lend him some money? B: I didn't have any (money) (Halliday, 1994) (6) A: Have you been working? B: Yes I have (been working) (Nunan, 1993) (7) A: Paul's staying for dinner, isn't he? B: Is he? He didn't tell me (he was staying for dinner) (Nunan, 1993) Conjunction is a cohesive pattern in which words (here named conjunctives) such as 'and', 'but', or 'then' are used to join phrases, clauses or sections of a text in ways that their express logical-semantic relationship. There are different types of conjunction. Extending Halliday & Hasan (1976) work on conjunction, Martin (1992) categorizes conjunctions as additive, comparative, temporal and consequential. Additive conjunctives (such as 'and', 'or', 'moreover', 'in addition', and 'alternatively') draw on the notion of addition in both a positive and contrastive sense. Comparative conjunctives (such as 'whereas', 'but', 'on the other hand', 'likewise', and 'equally') draw on the notion of comparison also in both apositive and negative sense. Temporal conjunctives are items such as 'while', 'when', 'after', 'then', and 'finally'. Consequential conjunctives are items such as 'so that', 'because', 'thus', 'therefore' and 'in conclusion'. In addition to being one of the categories above, a conjunctive may function as external or internal conjunction, that is, connecting clauses externally as Ideational or phenomenological meanings or internally as Textual meanings (i.e. as a means of staging or organizing the text as a text), respectively. Conjunctives are also distinguished in terms of their paratactic or hypotactic relations. Paratactic conjunctives refer to those connecting (or coordinating) clauses of the same level (able-to-stand-alone clauses) while hypotactic conjunctives refer to those connecting subordinate clauses to their main clauses. A very useful summary of conjunctives was presented by Martin (1992) and can be found in Table 4 In analyzing conjunction as an aspect of cohesion, according to Gerot & wignell (1994) , the convention is to draw up a reticulum, each clause being numbered and these numbers listed down the page. Internal conjunctive relations are noted to the left of these numbers and external ones to the right, except external additive relation (indicated down the center).
Lexical cohesion is a cohesive pattern in which lexical items are related in a text particularly among content words. The main kinds of lexical cohesion are repetition, synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy, meronymy and collocation (Platridge, 2000) . Repetition refers to words repeated in the text as well as words changed to reflect tense or number (e.g. 'feel' and 'felt' or 'feeling' and 'feelings'). Synonymy refers to the relationship between words similar in meaning (e.g. 'customers' and 'patrons'). Antonymy refers to opposite or contrastive meanings (e.g. as 'good' and 'bad'). Hyponymy refers to classes of lexical items having a 'general -specific' or 'a type of' relationship (e.g. 'main course' and 'food'). Meronymy refers to lexical items having a 'whole -part' relation (e.g. 'fish' and 'bones' or 'scales'). Collocation describes associations between words tending to co-occur, in the form of (1) combinations of adjectives and nouns such as 'quality control' or 'discerning customers', (2) combinations of verbs and nouns such as 'eat' and 'food' and (3) pairs of nouns such as 'friends' and 'neighbors'.
According to Halliday & Hasan (1985) , the semantic relation that ties two elements together to create cohesion includes co-reference, co-classification and co-extension. Two items of a text are said to be related coreferentially when they refer to the same thing. For example the word 'towel' and 'it' in the following sentence: "Pick up the towel on the floor and hang it outside." Co-classification is used to describe a semantic relation where the things, processes, or circumstances to which two cohesive elements refer belong to an identical class but each refers to a distinct member of the class. An example of this would be the word 'does' in the sentence: "I play the piano, and my husband does, too."
When the semantic relation is neither of co-reference nor co-classification but, rather, it refers to something within the same general field of meaning, then it is called co-extension. It is this last type of semantic relation that is further elaborated into synonymy (e.g. 'buy' and 'purchase'), antonymy (e.g. 'strong' and 'weak'), hyponymy (e.g. 'animal' and 'cat'), meronymy (e.g. 'tree' and 'root') and repetition of lexical items. They all serve as cohesive devices that create cohesion to a text.An elaborate summary of these cohesive devices can be seen in Table 5 in the Appendix. Cohesive devices, as the table indicates, are of different types, ranging from those functioning as structural to non-structural cohesion, from those showing organic to componential relations, and from grammatical to lexical cohesive devices. Due to a number of limitations, however, not all of these devices will be analyzed in this research.
Research Method
The object of the study, as the title suggests, is the FPR presentation delivered orally by the students of the Accounting Study Program of the Accounting Department of Polines. Since it would be impossible to analyze oral or spoken data, audio-recording was done during the presentations. The recorded presentations were then transcribed and analyzed. So, actually, it is the transcribed presentations that constitute the object of this study.
In one academic year, around 144 students are enrolled at the Accounting Study Program, divided into 6 classes of 24 students each. Not all these third graders' population are involved in this study because this is simply impossible to do. In this analysis, only 10% of the population (rounded down to 14 students) are randomly selected. This is how the data for this study were collected: First, on the day the FPR examination was held, an audio recorder (in the form of a [smart] cellphone) was placed on the examinee's desk and set to ON before the student to be recorded entered the examination room. This is in order not to exert unnecessary psychological burden or barrier on the presenter. Later, when the examination was over, the recordings, which are already in the form of MP3 files, were transcribed into written presentation texts for analysis.
Using a Systemic Functional framework the presentation texts were analyzed for the generic structure and cohesive devices employed in them and how the transitions of stages in the presentation are signaled. To make the analysis easy to do, each clause in the 14 presentations is numbered so that accurate reference can be made concerning which part of the data an analysis or discussion refers to. In order to discover the generic structure of the presentations under investigation, each presentation was divided into parts reflecting the stages of the presentation. The cohesive devices used in the texts were also discovered by reading individual clauses in each text and the devices found were categorized. So, this study is, by nature, of descriptive interpretative analysis type. To help presenting the findings, tabulation is used when necessary. It is unfortunate that triangulation of data that would make the analysis of data more accurate could not be done in this study because of the elapsed time between the time of collecting the data and that of analyzing them.
It should be noted that in their presentation, the students use a PowerPoint slide show projected on a wall screen in conjunction to their presentation. This might be considered an inseparable part of the presentation, but, for ease sake, in the present study this is excluded from the analysis and treated as an exophoric referent. (see Halliday & Hasan, 1976) .
Findings and Discussion

The generic structure of the FPR presentation
From analyzing all the fourteen presentation texts in terms of their generic structure, it was found that most of them follow the stages of Greeting and Salutation (GS), Self Introduction (SI), Topic Introduction (TI), the Body (B), the Summary (S) and the Conclusion (see Table 6 As Table 1 below indicates, the six stages of development in the presentation (i.e. GS, SI, TI, B, S, and C) can be found in all presentations except in Presentations 11 and 13, in which the presenter did not summarize the presentation, and in Presentation 2, in which the Conclusion was not given. The table also indicates that 2 presenters (no. 2 and 14) switched stages 2 and 3 and introduced their topic first and themselves later instead of introducing themselves and then the topic. From the analysis it was also found that the Body of the presentation was variedly developed among presenters, but all of them contained these three sub-stages: Bg/OS (Background or Object of Study), RO/AS (Reseach Objectives or Aims of the Study) and R&D (Results and Discussion). While most presenters started their Body of the presentation after introducing the topic and their selves, there is one presentation in which the Body was -as it were -split and the first part was "forwarded" to function as an introduction to the Body as a whole. In the same presentation the GS stage was also rather lengthy and not straightforward. The analysis also revealed that in cases where a summary was given by the presenter, most presentations (9 out of 12 texts or 75%) divided the summary into conclusion and suggestion and only a few (3 texts or 25%) did not. Among these few, two presenters gave only the conclusion and no suggestion, which is normal in the school context due to the fact that some FPRs do end up without being able to give any suggestion because of the object of the study or the nature of the findings, and one presenter gave only the suggestion without any conclusion, which is rather unsual.
For the complete distribution of the Body parts and the Summary parts see Table 2 below. As we can see there, the only one presenter with all the stages and sub-stages found in the presenstation was Presenter 10 who switched the sub-stages MI/RM with LR/TF, which is not a problem at all. Total  14  9  14  6  2  14  11  10  %  100%  64%  100%  43%  14%  100%  79%  71% The relationship between the generic structure and the cohesive devices used to signal the transitions from one stage or sub-stage to the other will be discussed later in this part. Meanwhile, suffice it to say here that the staging of the students' presentation seemed to be very much influenced by the outline given in the FPR Guideline in which the students are suggested to organize their report using the following stages of development:
Introduction-Theoretical Framework-Method of Investigation-Result and Discussion-Conclusion and Suggestion. (see Figure 1 in the Appendix for an example of the FPR Outline given in the FPR Guideline).
The cohesive devices employed in the presentations
Conjunction. On analyzing the data it was found that the conjunctions used areof three types: those functioning as Textual conjunction, those connecting independent clauses (i.e. having paratactic relation) and those connecting subordinate clauses to their main clauses (see Table 7 , Table 8 , Table 9 in the Appendices for the details). Textually, most conjunctions were used as temporal sequence connectors, that is, to signal transition of messages. Syntactically, while 24% of the conjunctions were of paratactic type, 28% conjunctives were used hypotactically to relate subordinate clauses to their main clauses. This means that most presenters were able to use complex sentences in their presentation. Some presenters, however, seemed not confident enough to use both hypotactic and paratactic conjunctions as only a few of them appeared in their presentation. Some presenters (e.g. Data 5, 7 and 13) even used no paratactic conjunction in their presentation. This means that most of their ideas were expressed using simple clauses. Reference. Referents can refer exophorically to context of culture or context of situation or endophorically to the text; it can be verbal or non-verbal. And verbal referent can refer backward (anaphoric) or forward (cataphoric) 0. This analysis, however, is focused on reference types of grammatical cohesive devices, comprising pronominal, demonstrative, definite article and comparative referents. From the analysis we can see that most referents used by the presenters are in the form of definite article 'the' (63%) referring exophorically and endophorically/anaphorically, and pronominals (24%) mostly referring exophorically to the presenter (such as I, me and my), to the presenter and the audience (such as we, our and us), to the audience alone (e.g. you or your), or to something else, particularly what is shown on the wallscreen (e.g. this). There is one cataphoric case in the data, as can be seen below:
(4) (77) It has been previously stated (78) that net income on an accrual basis does not indicate the company's cash flow.
The referent 'It' in Clause (77) refers forward to the whole Clause (78), a case which is called post-posed subject (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004) . Lexical cohesion. Lexical cohesion refers to the relationships between and among words in a text (Gerot & wignell, 1994) . According to Hasan (1984) there are 8 categories of lexical cohesion, namely: repetition (including inflection and derivation), synonymy (similarity of meaning), antonymy (contrastive meaning), hyponymy (class and subclass), meronymy (whole-part relation), equivalence (the same in the context of text), naming (a participant's name mentioned) and semblance (two or more items resembling each other). In this study focus was given to the general type of lexical cohesion. From the analysis we can see that most lexical cohesive devices employed in the text were of repetition type, making 62 chains (71%) with 392 tokens (87%). This means that the most frequently used lexical devices are of repetition.
Cohesive devices used as stage markers
Now we come to presenting the result of the analysis of the cohesive devices used in signaling the transition of stages in the presentation.
As Table 10 in the Appendix shows, the total number of devices initiating the move from one stage to another is 121 items (this is excluding the first utterances marking the beginning of the presentation, which merely comes in the form of (Islamic) salaam, salutation or greeting). As Table 10 indicates, most of the transition markers consist of grammatical cohesive devices in the form of referents (26%) used both exophorically (for example, referring to the speaker) and endophorically/anaphorically (i.e. referring to a part of the text that has previously been mentioned) and Textual conjunctives (25%).
The lexical cohesive devices, on the other hand, were minimally used (only 1%) but lexical items are used frequently in this case. Very often the transition of stages is marked with what the next stage is going to be about, e.g. Background of the Study, Problem Statement, or Results and Discussion, which was directly available as the presenter moved his or her screen forward to the next presentation slide. This study actually excludes Thematic analysis of texts from the discussion, but it turned out that some stage transitions could not be explained without reference to Thematic structure of texts. As we can see from the table, 15% of the transition items were in the form of marked Themes, that is, Themes which are not the Subject of the clause. Some examples of these are expressions like 'In this beautiful occasion', 'In this opportunity', and 'From the discussion'. 
Conclusion
From the analysis done to the FPR presentations a number of conclusions can be drawn: Firstly, in terms of the generic structure of the presentation, most presenters developed their presentation using the GS (Greeting and . In cases where a Summary was given by the presenter, most presentations (9 out of 12 texts or 75%) divided the Summary into Conclusion and Suggestion and only a few (3 texts or 25%) did not. Secondly, in terms of the cohesive devices employed in the presentations, most presenters used both grammatical as well as lexical cohesive devices. The grammatical cohesive devices used include referents and conjunctives. The referents used were exophoric (referring to external entities), and endophoric (referring to entities in the text). Most of the endophoric referents were anaphoric (referring backward to the part or item already stated or mentioned). Some conjunctives were used Textually to signal transition of ideas, some hypotactically to connect subordinate clauses to their main clauses, and some paratactically to join (main) clauses. The lexical cohesion found in the presentation consisted mostly of repetition type.
Thirdly, in terms of the cohesive devices used to signal the transition of stages in the presentation, the analysis shows that most of the transition markers consist of grammatical cohesive devices in the form of referents (26%), which are used both as exophoric (e.g. referring to the speaker) and endophoric/anaphoric referents (i.e. referring to a part of the text that has previously been mentioned), and Textual conjunctives (25%) to signal transitions. The lexical cohesive devices were minimally used (only 1%) but lexical items were frequently used (27%), especially in the form of noun phrases telling the audience what the next stage is going to be about, e.g. Background of the Study, Problem Statement, or Results and Discussion. These noun phrases seemed to be the headings of the slides the presenters showed in conjunction with their presentations. These lexical items are not referents but they "exophorically refer" to the presentation slide headings.
Based on the study, I may recommend that further investigation into such presentations be done particularly to uncover the cohesive properties of the texts that have not been uncovered in this study, for example using a Thematic analysis. The more is revealed about the coherence of the presentation, the more information can be shared to the students preparing to give a similar presentation in the future through the teaching-learning process in the classroom. Besides, the suggestions might go to the teacher to highlight the generic structure of the text before presentation is done. 
Appendices
